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1. Introduction: 
The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) have been specifically designed to address 
some of the main socio-economic and environmental issues affecting developed and 
developing countries. Aiming to ‘improve people’s lives and to protect the planet for future 
generation’ the SDGs will be used to frame the political agenda over the next 15 years. 
Adopted by UN Member States in September 2015, the SDGs are composed of 17 goals 
and 169 targets to be achieved by 2030. Between them, goal number 11 – Sustainable 
Cities and Communities, is specifically oriented to make cities inclusive, safe, resilient and 
sustainable. Since more than half of the world population is presently living in urban 
context, with numbers expected to increase, the socio-economic and environmental 
sustainability of cities is today an important priority (UN, 2014). Urban planning, affordable 
houses, services provision and protection of the cultural and natural heritage are some 
examples of elements that would need to be considered in the design of sustainable urban 
realities. Within this context, an extensive academic and political debate has been devoted 
to how urban regeneration can be used to foster economic growth by protecting 
environmental quality and social cohesion. In spite of the extensive literature, however, 
just a limited number of studies specifically focuses in the relationships existing between 
SDGs and urban regeneration (Klopp and Petretta, 2017). The present chapter is oriented 
to fill this gap. In particular, by presenting some recent initiatives developed in the 
Liverpool city area (UK), the present work aims to identify examples of good practices that 
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could support the design of urban regeneration policies, in line with the goals and targets 
of the SDGs. The chapter is structured as follow: In section 2 the concept of sustainable 
urban regeneration is presented. Section 3 provides an overview of the historical urban 
development of Liverpool and introduce the recent initiatives that have been proposed to 
regenerate some of the most degraded areas of the city. Section 4 analyses the Liverpool 
regeneration projects in line with the targets and goals of the SDGs. Section 5 concludes. 
 
2. Sustainable Urban regeneration – academic and political debate 
Globally, the sustainability discourse has become widespread in many contexts, including 
urban development and regeneration.  Popularised by the 1997 Brundtland Report, which 
defined sustainable development as “development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (United 
Nations General Assembly, 1987, p. 43), multiple theoretical and practical approaches 
have emerged within the urban setting (e.g. Vojinovic, 2014; Lang and Rothenburg, 
2017). Sustainable development, within an urban framing, encompasses social 
sustainability and environmental sustainability, for which there are no generally accepted 
definitions (Vojinovic, 2014; Eisenberg and Jabareen, 2017). However, there is broad 
consensus that social sustainability includes a prosperous economy, healthy environment, 
social well-being, and sustainable communities and that environmental sustainability 
includes, energy conservation, minimisation of negative effects on the environment 
through for example recycling, urban containment and the designing-in of sustainable 
development principles.  
Moreover, as experienced across the range of national, regional and local scales, the 
operationalization of social and environmental sustainable development in cities can be, in 
tandem, convergent or disparate and divergent.  Sustainable development has become a 
‘portmanteau’ term (Cunha and Racine, 2000); a ‘go anywhere, anyplace, any situation’ 
concept; an ‘oxymoron’, a contradictory term used as context for action and as a 
framework for focused urban (re)development. These distinctly nebulous characteristics 
of sustainable development are set within broad global patterns of successive ‘urban crises’ 
and their consequences (e.g. Soja, 2000; Harvey, 2007, 2012).  Within this are rapid, 
diverse, transitions in urban form including decentralisation of population and employment 
and urban shrinkage/shrinking cities (e.g. Martinez‐Fernandez et al., 2012; Groβmann et 
al. 2013; Hoekstra et al., 2018), economic sectoral shifts particularly towards a culture of 
consumption, and the expansion of market oriented/pro-growth urban policy-making (e.g. 
Harvey, 2007; Brenner et al., 2010). Not only in the context of urban shrinkage, but also 
within situations of rapid urbanization, economic rather than environmental imperatives, 
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predominate. Commodified ecological and environmental dimensions tend to be 
contributory motors for urban growth (e.g. Lang and Rothenburg, 2017).   
For many cities in the world, the predominant driving force for urban transformation and 
change is the politico-economic context of neoliberalism. Since the falling levels of capital 
accumulation of the 1980s associated with economic downturn, neoliberalism reflected the 
response of political and economic elites (Harvey, 2007; Brenner et al., 2010).  A key 
mechanism utilized has been the switching from production to asset consumption, 
including land and property as a means of value extraction and profit making from the 
built environment (Weber, 2002; Fainstein, 2010). This has exacerbated since the turn of 
this century, with the emergence of intensified speculative behaviour and financialisation 
of the property market (Aalbers, 2016; Halbert and Attuyer, 2016) and value extraction 
from the built environment.  These activities serve to fuel the wealth generating potential 
of the ‘entrepreneurial city’ (Hall and Hubbard 1996; Fainstein, 2010; Brenner et al., 
2012).  They also reinforce the entrenchment of capital in the hands of few such that 99% 
of the world’s wealth is owned by 1% of the population (Dorling, 2014, 2015), often 
generated through property speculation and investment in cities. Furthermore, state 
power is hollowed-out (Jewson and MacGregor, 2018), rolled-back and tends towards the 
encouragement of business and finance (Fainstein, 2010, 2016; Halbert and Attuyer, 
2016). 
Driven by affluent elites, such pro-growth, financialised approaches have resulted in large 
scale, private sector property led regeneration schemes, within the retail, business as well 
as the residential sector.  Their impacts are well reported e.g. Miles, 2007; Smith and 
Soledad Garcia Ferrari, 2012; Speake, 2017; Sklair, 2017). Although there have been 
moves towards encouraging community and neighbourhood regeneration (e.g. Tallon, 
2010; Ghertner, 2015), these are framed largely within overarching capitalist contexts.  
Within this setting of neoliberal capitalism, urban regeneration and its conceptualisation 
and financing as business capital rather than social capital predominates (Brenner et al., 
2012; Harvey, 2012). Moreover, as, for example Scharenberg and Bader (2009) have 
reported, there is little emphasis placed on the diversity and quality of human urban 
experience and the everyday lives of those who live and work in cities.  Challenges to 
neoliberal top-down hegemonic approaches to urban development within the context of 
social and environmental sustainability are often made through local level, contestation 
and resistance ‘from below’ (e.g. Attuyer, 2015) and the development of alternative 
approaches (e.g. Thompson, 2015, 2017; Arampatzi and Nicholls,2012; Arampatzi, 2017).  
It is clear that the SDGs operate within the broad politico-economic environment of the 
global rise of the increasing dominance of global neoliberal capitalism and cities as drivers 
for economic growth and sustainable (re)development. This context reflects in the five 
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major ways in which SDGs differ from their immediate predecessors (e.g. the Millennium 
Development Goals – MDGs) and which have direct resonance with contemporary urban 
regeneration.  Namely, SDGs are: Universally applicable; have explicit integrated 
economic, social and environmental dimensions; give recognition to the role of 
technological innovation and better data collection techniques; and make explicit linkages 
between global finance and global development (Parnell, 2016: Klopp and Petretta, 2017). 
Global in scope, the SDG framework also has local dimensions, although to date, there are 
comparatively few such studies - particularly in the area of regeneration.  The following 
section presents an overview of the historical urban development of Liverpool, UK and 
introduces recent initiatives to regenerate some of the most socio-economically deprived 
and environmentally degraded areas of the city.   
  
3. Urban development and regeneration projects in Liverpool 
At its economic zenith in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Liverpool was wealthy 
global mercantile city with its prosperity generated by its port, industrial and financial 
activities. The city experienced periods of sustained recession in the mid-twentieth 
century, largely a consequence of a devastating consequence of factors such as de-
industrialisation, globalisation and shifts in the international division of labour. Since then 
the city has experienced sustained regeneration and transformation particularly in the city 
centre (e.g. Belchem, 2008; Sykes et al., 2013).     
Throughout much of the mid to late twentieth century, Liverpool was a shrinking city in 
terms of economy and population (Nevin, 2010; Couch and Cocks, 2013).  This was 
evidenced in the city’s overall population decline of 27.9% between 1971 and 2001 
(Speake and Fox, 2006) and in the inner-city areas (Nevin, 2010). In inner city Granby, 
population losses of 36% were recorded between 1971 and 1981 (Speake and Fox, 2006). 
The city had very high and rising levels of unemployment - it doubled from 10.6% in 1971 
to 20.4% in 1981, reaching a peak of 37.6% in inner-city Everton in 1981 (Liverpool City 
Council, 2005). There were high levels of acute poverty. The Breadline Britain Survey 
(Frayman, 1991) reported that 40% of Liverpool’s population lived in poverty and 15% 
lived in intense poverty. The city also had hectares of obsolete commercial property, 
extensive areas of environmentally degraded land and large tracts of century old sub-
standard housing (Speake and Fox, 2006). Not only this, but also the large scale ‘modern’, 
‘comprehensive renewal’ state planning initiatives of the 1960s, had created large publicly 
owned ‘council estates’ on the periphery of the city, for example in Speke and Garston, 
which were poorly maintained and had become run-down, neglected housing areas and 
compounded the housing crisis.    
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At this time of severe economic recession, there were major concerns about Liverpool’s 
bleak outlook in terms of the city’s sustainability and economic viability in the short and 
longer terms. However, since then, and despite the 2008 financial crisis and the 
implementation of austerity measures to combat rising public debt, the general economic 
standing of the city has revived (e.g. Sykes et al., 2013).  
Early regeneration initiatives to generate commercial and housing development included 
the Merseyside Development Corporation (1981-1987) and accompanying transformation 
of the central and southern docks, plus various partnership initiatives such as Speke-
Garston Partnership (1995-2004), and Ropewalks Partnership (1996-2001). In the case 
of Ropewalks, culturally-led and residential regeneration approaches were put in place for 
the revival of a former area of warehousing and small-scale industries adjacent to the city 
centre. Funding came via a portfolio of private, and public-sector sources including monies 
from the European Union, particularly Objective 1 and European Regional Development 
Funds.  (Sykes et al., 2013).  
In searching for alternative approaches to address the severe housing crisis, widespread 
housing, ‘slum’ clearance and the collapse of close-knit neighbourhoods, local cooperative 
movements emerged. Some had their roots in the 1970s e.g. the Community Development 
Projects (CDPs) and the 1969-1972 Shelter Neighbourhood Action Project (SNAP), 
operating in a small area of inner-city Granby. SNAP and other neighbourhood action 
initiatives (such as the award winning Eldonian Village, a community-based housing 
association in Vauxhall, north Liverpool) (Sykes et al., 2013), ran counter to the City 
Council’s policy of removal of nineteenth century housing and its replacement with 
‘pattern-book’ Housing Market Renewal (HMR) style housing and infrastructural layout 
These set the seeds for later community-based initiatives, particularly in the inner-city, as 
direct public sector investment in housing has been rolled back as the city has turned to 
the dominant neoliberal drivers of private sector speculative investment in commercial and 
residential property.  
Thus, throughout the early part of the twenty-first century, the economic regeneration 
and improvements to the built environment largely focused on the city centre with 
emphasis on private sector property development and culture led regeneration. Liverpool’s 
status as European Capital of Culture (ECoC) in 2008 reinforced this and created incentive 
for the completion of existing projects and for generation of new culture-led and housing 
initiatives (Connolly, 2013). Predominant among the cultural developments have been the 
£1 billion Liverpool One retail complex, the £60 million Liverpool Echo Arena and the 
development of the cruise terminal at Pier Head (Speake and Pentaraki, 2017).  
Accompanying these major commercial projects and similar to patterns experienced 
elsewhere in the UK (e.g. Bromley et al., 2005; Rae, 2013), speculation in a highly 
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commoditised and heated residential property market was targeted particularly at 
university students and young professionals. This led to large-scale expansion of buy-to-
let properties in the city centre and waterfront (Couch and Dennemann, 2000; Nevin, 
2010). This has resulted in an increase of population from 2,300 in 1991 to 33,540 in 2016 
(Liverpool Vision, 2016) with plans for further growth.  Much of this residential 
development has been in former warehousing districts such as Ropewalks (Couch and 
Dennemann, 2000; Couch et al., 2009) and the innovative creative quarter of the Baltic 
Triangle (Speake and Pentaraki, 2017). Organisations such as Engage Liverpool (Engage 
Liverpool, 2018) have worked with residents and other stakeholders towards building 
neighbourhood and community in areas that were not traditionally residential (Speake and 
Pentaraki, 2017).  
Within the context of the neoliberal emphasis on housing as commodity, the marketization 
of public housing and the shift from state to market (Sager, 2011; Fenton et al. 2011). In 
England, there has been continued commodification through the roll out of the ‘right to 
buy’ process and sale of social rented dwellings to tenants, a slow decline in social renting, 
social housing being increasingly owned by ‘not-for profit’ housing associations and the 
demolition of obsolete housing (Fenton et al., 2011).  Within Liverpool, the extensive and 
continuing demolition of existing housing stock in the inner-city since the 1980s has been 
contentious (Nevin, 2010; Thompson, 2015; 2017). However, as is characteristic of 
neoliberalism in which institutionalised financial investment is concentrated in the most 
actually and potentially lucrative areas for capital accumulation, in Liverpool, this focus 
has been the city centre.    
Beyond the city centre and waterfront, regeneration of the adjacent inner-city areas has 
been limited. Extensive tracts of the city such as Everton, Anfield, and Granby/Toxteth 
remain among the most socio-economically disadvantaged in the UK in terms of for 
example, economic, education and skills and health. In 2015, these localities had 
indicators of deprivation that were in the highest 1% in the UK (Liverpool City Council, 
2015). In these areas, there have been some attempts at local neighbourhood 
regeneration utilizing strategies similar to those in the city centre for example, Project 
Jennifer in Everton i.e. the encouragement of private sector capital investment in retail 
property has been encouraged by the city council in order to anchor wider neighbourhood 
renewal (Morris and Speake, 2012; Thompson, 2015; 2017).  Their impacts have been 
limited and neighbourhood and housing issues remain of concern within these and other 
disadvantaged areas in the city such as Kensington and Islington as well as in large outer 
city public housing estates such as Speke and Netherley.  
The approaches of community engagement and participation in regeneration activity 
typified by the Community Development Projects (CDPs) have evolved in Liverpool, to the 
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extent that some of the most innovative examples of new forms of cooperatives and 
housing associations within the UK are now operating in the city. As Thompson (2017) 
reports, these were incorporated into Liberal Democrat controlled City Council post 1998, 
including moves towards more coordinated, joined-up strategic housing and 
neighbourhood regeneration.  These included application of the LIFE model (lead in an 
area, influence what happens, follow by collaborating with others or exit where presence 
is minimal) model within the inner-city in which five ‘areas of opportunity’ were each 
assigned one lead housing association (Thompson, 2017).  However subsequently, these 
moved back into a more top-down regeneration approach in Liverpool’s ‘Four Zones of 
Opportunity’ (ZOO) within the HMR Pathfinders initiative in 2002. This delivery mechanism 
has become characterised by the spending of public funds to transfer land and property to 
the private sector, by buying out homeowners in order to demolish or ‘improve’ existing 
housing stock and eating into the provision of remaining public housing (Couch and Cocks, 
2013).   Such actions of the marketization of public/social housing and its implications for 
neighbourhood stability are highly contested by many local community action and renewal 
groups (e.g. Nevin, 2010; Thompson, 2015).   
The approaches and outcomes of the work of some of these projects in these areas and 
elsewhere in the city are reported increasingly within the academic, architecture and 
planning literature (e.g. Nevin, 2010; Thompson, 2015; 2017; Speake and Pentaraki, 
2017) and are worth sharing here. 
This section concludes by presenting a short overview of five initiatives chosen to provide 
examples of the different approaches adopted within housing/neighbourhood revitalisation 
and sustainability in the city. These are: Homes for One Pound, a Liverpool City Council 
initiative to encourage residents and private landlords to purchase and refurbish empty 
homes and then present as example of community-based projects Granby Four Streets 
CLT, Homebaked CLT, Make Liverpool CIC and Engage Liverpool CIC.  As Thompson (2017) 
points out, Granby Four Streets CLT and Homebaked CLT are among the very few urban 
CLTs in the country.  
i. Homes for One Pound is a Liverpool city council led project included in a portfolio 
of measures designed to bring back into use 6,000 empty houses. Between 2014 
and 2018, 1,500 properties returned to use (Liverpool City Council, 2018).  Within 
this set of measures, the ‘Homes for One Pound’ scheme has been widely promoted 
and reported in the press and television, including a Channel 4 TV documentary 
series ‘The £1 Houses: Britain’s Cheapest Street’. Launched as a pilot in 2013 as a 
homesteading programme in the Granby Four Streets/Arnside Road area, the 
Homes for One Pound project there was followed by a second phase in the Webster 
Triangle in Picton, Wavertree. Applicants who sought to buy a house for £1 and 
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then refurbish it, were required to live or work in Liverpool, be in employment, be 
first time buyers and agree to live in the property for five or more years. When 
refurbished to a standard approved by the City Council, ownership of the property 
would then transfer to the purchaser (Empty House Network, 2015).  By 2018, in 
total 100 families were allocated properties with more being lined up for a later 
phase (Liverpool City Council, 2018). The outcomes are that families have been 
housed, properties renovated and there is extra income to the city council through 
the additional annual council (property) tax payments accrued. Conversely, it may 
be argued that the Homes for One Pound project has taken the property out of the 
public sector, reduced the availability of public social housing for rent thereby 
reinforcing the dominant regeneration driver of the marketization and 
commodification of property wherever [authors emphasis] located.  
ii. Granby Four Streets Community Land Trust (CLT) has operated in inner-city 
Granby since 2011 and is one of the country’s first CLTs.  Comprising activist 
residents, social financiers and radical 
architects, it has focused on 
community-led rehabilitation rather 
than the demolition of property and has 
saved hundreds of houses from 
demolition (Thompson, 2015). It 
started as a guerrilla gardening project 
to transform vacant and derelict spaces 
into a public garden. It has acquired ten 
properties from the council with plans to 
self-renovate with the help of 
Assemble, an architects’ collective.  In 2015 became the first housing or 
regeneration project to win the prestigious Turner Prize for visual art (Thompson, 
2016).  Subsequently, the CLT has set up the social enterprise Granby Workshop 
and employs local people to make 
furniture and fixtures using recycled 
materials from within in the CLT area) 
(Thompson, 2017; 2018). In 2016, it 
was a finalist in the UN-BSHF World 
Habitat Awards and this created 
further interest both in the approaches 
used and in how the area is being 
revitalised is now becoming of interest 
to potential gentrifies.  
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iii. Homebaked Community Land Trust (CLT) is located in inner-city Anfield in 
north Liverpool and developed out of an arts’ based project in 2010, led by Dutch 
artist Jeanne van Heeswijk, called ‘2up2down’ (the colloquial name given to the 
local style of terraced housing comprising two rooms downstairs and two rooms 
upstairs). The project encouraged local residents to re-imagine and thereby co-
produce their own future by encouraging them to suggest ways to improve housing 
adjacent to Liverpool FC’s Anfield football ground.  This was followed by the creation 
of a cooperative bakery and café, within a setting of community-owned housing. It 
has as its motto “brick by brick, loaf by loaf, we build ourselves”.  It serves as a 
pivotal meeting place and provides support services for the neighbourhood.  It is a 
partner within the wider plans for ‘Anfield Village’, including a project called 
Homefarm providing incubation space for local businesses (Thompson, 2018).  
iv. Make Liverpool Community Investment Company (CIC) was established in 
2012 and is located in Regent Street within the 50ha ‘Ten Streets Area’ of the 
Northern Docks. It has created ‘makerspace’ for the development of creative and 
digital industries and a space in which to “play, make and fix” (Make Liverpool, 
2018).  It also acts as an economic anchor within the Ten Streets Strategic 
Regeneration Framework (SRF), in an economically disadvantaged area of former 
warehouses within the Northern Docks (Thompson, 2018). As a hub for the creative 
industries, the ‘Ten Streets’ project seeks to emulate the successful work of the 
Baltic Creative CIC in the Baltic Triangle to east of the city centre.  Residential 
development in the neighbourhood is intended to be small scale and/or designer 
led with projected potential further housing planned for the periphery (Ten Streets, 
2018).  
v. Engage Liverpool Community Investment Company (CIC) is a large 
grassroots residents’ network for people living in the city centre and waterfront 
areas of the city became a CIC in 2013. It seeks to improve the quality of life for 
the estimated 35,000 residents who live there through aspirational engagement 
and action to bring about positive transformation and progress. It encourages 
residents to engage with each other and stakeholders to activate social visioning 
and generate the quality of urban living (Speake and Pentaraki, 2017). Engage 
Liverpool has created several innovative projects success as ‘Grow the Baltic’ 
(connecting residents with businesses in the Baltic Triangle area of the inner-city, 
‘Liverpool Air Project’ and ‘Blue Green Liverpool’ (improving the greenspaces of 
streets and blue spaces of the docks and waterways) (Engage Liverpool, 2018).  




4. Regeneration projects and SDGs 
As reported in Section 2, the academic and political debate on urban regeneration has 
focused on the idea of merging the sustainability concepts to secure a long-term economic, 
environmental and social well-being (Ng, et al., 2001; Bromley et al., 2005). Within the 
context of the SDGs the intention to integrate the different sustainability dimensions is 
made clear across the different targets included in the ‘Sustainable Cities and 
Communities’ goal. In particular, the provision of safe and affordable housing together 
with the intention to protect and safeguard the cultural and natural heritage are defined 
as fundamental factors for the promotion of an inclusive, resilient and efficient 
development of urban environment.  
The recent renewal of the Liverpool area and the five cases reported above are successful 
examples of how urban policies can be designed to integrated the physical, the social and 
the economic aspects of development. The main characteristics of the Liverpool projects 
and the existing links with the targets of the SDGs are reported in Table 1, where the main 
socio-economic and environmental impacts are considered for each initiative reported 
above. 
 
Table 1. Urban regeneration projects and SDG targets 




 To provide affordable home 
 To contribute to the social 
regeneration of degraded areas 
 To create sense of community and 
communities of neighbours  
 To protect the cultural heritage  
Environmental 
 To reuse existing resources and 
regenerate the existing capital 
 To regenerate and improve the city 
landscape 
 To contribute to shift expectations 
around derelict urban buildings - 
refurbished and reused rather than 
demolished 
Economic 
 To create market demand  
 To create opportunities for new 
local business 
 To generate additional council tax 
revenue 
11.1 To ensure access for 
all to adequate, safe and 
affordable housing and 
basic services and upgrade 
slums 
11.4 To strengthen 
efforts to protect and 
safeguard the world’s 
cultural and natural 
heritage 
11.3 To enhance 




and sustainable human 
settlement planning and 










 To create links and interactions 
among people from different 
cultural, social and economic 
background 
 To contribute to the social 
regeneration of degraded areas 
 To create sense of community and 
communities of neighbours  
 To protect the cultural heritage  
Environmental 
 To reuse existing resources and 
regenerate the existing capital 
 To regenerate and improve the city 
landscape 
 To convert derelict spaces into 
public gardens 
 To contribute to shift expectations 
around derelict urban buildings- 
refurbished and reused rather than 
demolished 
Economic 
 To create market demand  
 To create opportunities for new 
local business 
 To generate additional council tax 
revenue 
 To build skills for local communities 
(e.g. gardening, making furniture) 
 To create international visibility: 
Turner Prize for visual art and UN-
BSHF World Habitat Awards  
11.1 To ensure access 
for all to adequate, safe 
and affordable housing 
and basic services and 
upgrade slums 
11.3 To enhance 




and sustainable human 
settlement planning and 
management in all 
countries 
11.4 To strengthen 
efforts to protect and 
safeguard the world’s 
cultural and natural 
heritage 
11.7 To provide universal 
access to safe, inclusive 
and accessible, green 
and public spaces 







 To contribute to the social 
regeneration of degraded areas 
 To create sense of community and 
communities of neighbours  
 To protect the cultural heritage  
 To build positive expectations 
around urban environment and 
regeneration 
Environmental 
 To regenerate and improve the city 
landscape 
 To contribute to shift expectations 
around derelict urban buildings- 
refurbished and reused rather than 
demolished 
Economic 
 To create cooperative economic 
activities 
11.3 To enhance 




and sustainable human 
settlement planning and 
management in all 
countries 
11.4 To strengthen efforts 
to protect and safeguard 
the world’s cultural and 
natural heritage 
11.7 To provide universal 
access to safe, inclusive 
and accessible, green 
and public spaces 













 To contribute to the social 
regeneration of degraded areas 
 To create sense of community and 
communities of neighbours  
 To protect the cultural heritage  
 To create new neighbourhood in 
areas previously designated to 
industrial activities 
 To build positive expectations 
around urban environment and 
regeneration 
Environmental 
 To regenerate and improve the city 
landscape 
 To contribute to shift expectations 
around derelict urban buildings- 
refurbished and reused rather than 
demolished 
Economic 
 To provide incubation space for 
local businesses 
 To create opportunities for creative 
and digital industries 
 To promote the creation of new 
business initiatives 
11.3 To enhance 




and sustainable human 
settlement planning and 
management in all 
countries 
11.4 To strengthen efforts 
to protect and safeguard 





 To create sense of community in 
new neighbourhood areas 
 To activate social interactions to 
improve quality of urban living 
Environmental 
 To regenerate and improve the city 
landscape 
 To improve the environmental 
quality of waterfront areas 
Economic 
 To increase connections between 
residents and local business 
 To create opportunities for business 
activities based on social 
interactions and urban living 
11.3 To enhance inclusive 
and sustainable 
urbanization and capacity 
for participatory, 
integrated and sustainable 
human settlement planning 
and management in all 
countries 
11.4 To strengthen efforts 
to protect and safeguard 
the world’s cultural and 
natural heritage 
11.6 To reduce the 
adverse per capita 
environmental impacts of 
cities, including by paying 
special attention to air 
quality and municipal and 
other waste management 
11.7 To provide universal 
access to safe, inclusive 
and accessible, green 




The regeneration projects developed in Liverpool and the related socio-economic and 
environmental impacts are strongly connected with most of the targets established in SDG 
11. As reported in Table 1, the Liverpool initiatives provide examples of practices 
contributing to improve the urban environment while increasing the sense of community 
and the economic opportunities in disadvantaged areas. In spite of these benefits, 
however, an increasing integration between the projects reported above and the overall 
policies of urban development would be needed to strength the connections of different 
Liverpool areas, still characterized by large socio-economic discrepancies. The 
development of policies oriented to increase inclusion, opportunities and resilience (as 
reported in targets 11.a and 11.b) and the implementation of a more integrated transport 
system (target 11.2) would be useful to reduce the existing differences and to increase 
the level of wellbeing of the overall urban environment.  
 
5. Conclusion 
The Liverpool study and the different projects reported here, present a useful example of 
how local initiatives can be utilized to reach some of the targets established in the SDGs. 
Despite the small case application and the differences existing between the specificities 
and particularities of the socio-economic and environmental settings of the Liverpool 
locations, the five projects presented here are a useful exemplification of the design of 
sustainability policies that can be adopted globally in both developed and developing 
countries. The implementation of the SDGs would certainly need to be adapted for the 
specific characteristics of the different urban environments. However, the development of 
projects based on community involvement, regeneration of existing dwellings and the 
creation of social spaces has proved to be an effective strategy for sustainable renewal of 
the urban environment.  
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